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C^iatm Siaros 

^'laiiu> 1-8 i i-24 and 2(>-2'-> will be" pcndmg m ihe appiK-aTiuu at^et entiv <ii the abcnu 
afuciidmctits Tlu$ paper <^r)iendM.!auus i 7 12 14 l<>, 24, dnd 2<> .uid^ ne\\ clauus 27-2*^\ antl 
canceib claim io \\ iiliotu ptciudKi. tn discKinier Clainij ! jnd 20 aic ihe indcpcndcni claims ufthe 

application, 

A! 1 owabl e Siibject Matter 

lii the Office Action ihe Fxamasct olij^xted elaitn 24 'dc being dependent upon a iejeetcd 
base claim but indicated that tins claim \\oiiid be slkn^able if leuuttL-u in independent foiiii 
uKludmg all of the hmitiitions cf u.s ba.so and mter\enn!g claniis Applicuni gratcfuils 
a>.ki!ou lcdgc^ the notification of a^3o^^ab{e .subj^Lt fnaUer m dmn 24 i he claim has no\\ been 
ie>\jitten m independent fotni inchidiiig all of die lunnations ofits base dmm I { j heie s\eie no 
n5{ei\enmg elaiins i \cc<Mdi!igK claim 24 should now he allonable 

Art Rejectioris 

Claims 1-4, 6, 8, 10, U, 15-18, and 26 stand rejected under 35 IJ.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Fisher efaL, U.S. Patent Namber 5,835,896 ("Fisher") in view of Hill, U.S. Patent 
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\umbfi 5<ro cHiin C kum^ 20-22 sund iciccieJ undci i^ I s ( 5? i(H(a) bcni^ 
unp.itefUtihlc; ovei I i<;hei in vsevs of fhi! and fu.lhet m \iesv DfOrfiCial Nuuce C Liims and ~ 
Mand jeitfcted tukki ?5 L s( K)3(a) as beiiJL' unpatcniabk o\ei Fishti in Mev\ of ihW dud 
i'unhci fii \io'i.\ of Anderson I ^ Patent \umbeM\^'^'^,6')S ( Andeison') Ckums I2~i4 and I'-'* 
iiaad jejOLted nndef 35 I s( lO'^M) as bt-ing unpateniablc uaci I- tslut m \ie\\ oi ihW and 
fuuhot in \ tew of Godtn if a! J ; S Patent Numbe? ^ ^'H) i ^8 t 'Godm") 1 Lum 2^ stand-, jejcckni 
under "^'^ S J; io m'ji as hcjuu ijiiprftcniabk' ^ne^ Pishei in \ iL'w (ff ibll, and fuitiit-i in \!cv\ of 
Buikc 1 ' S Patent \umbei o (Co J77 f Burke' ) 

Independent L la tm \ as amended, iei-iles peisotjcih/ed aiiciiuiunointot fui petsonab/ed 

lUKtion nionitonngofo!i)ccts bom dtephtraht\ of tndependentis nK^^ mi? litaphica! anay^ thatiune 

been seieeted fot inonjtotm!; and bukim!/ bv d htddei, v\betein tbe pei^<M)ab/ed aut.tti>n nionHoi iS 

pciiodiealH and autontattcalK iipd.ued \\ uhnew ttatus mfo! mation at iisct pjoi^u^mmabie tntetvaS^ " 

Siippottfo! tiie added vetbiage iccitfnir 'petiodical!\ and aiitomaticaiK updated \s !tb now status 

infounatioo at uses progsanimable nits.uals'' inav be bnuid ui the specUitaiuni fut example on paue 

\7 iuKs 2-^ bi icieLljng thi.s e^atn^ Office \cxwn assisted thai Fi^hei teaches a tticans fot 

sek'^tmg one oi ntoie i^bjeuts foi ntoiutoiitiu, citing 1 tgiue ! stent 200 Fi^her\ item 200 a 

jionifinL' desiee B^ itsell it !s not a means fui tnonittii-niL, indeed ri'>her leaches that "(bjetaii^e 

most hiddeis vxdl not, m izeucial be aeLes^inti the neiuoik and \teuini; the raeieiiandtse tatakii: 

pages as ibe\ a;e updated wnh new high bids, the svstent tna\ send eicettofjie tnad noufjcaiions to 

bidders \\h(> has e been outbid b\ rhe iij'^t-piaced btd 'Ftshet,col 0 iiiies4o-st) I htMtnphei that 

Fi.shet s s\stetii does not have a nionuot fot the objects that s-' updated at usct proatannnabk^ 

jnteaals It appeal? tU.it fsshei do^s not ts^ach a peuionab/ed aucuon monttot for personalized 
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auction monuoimg a.s locitodm tlaim I Vppiitam re'=;pcctfu!h submshthcii indcpendem claim 1 1"^ 
Q]ki\\ able os et ihe ierereiict;<i at Last fai the^e lea'^ons ladept;}! ikist claim siands icjCLted on the 
^ame s>u>uml^ ab claim 1 , am! ieciti.'^ bmuatjoijc? ideiUKal, aaaloL^>us oi sisnilai tu those di'^cusseU 
aho\c m iclation m claim i ( latin 2o should Tiictciutc albo Ix' alkmahlc loi the same tcastms a.i 
Ua\L been dis<.u>scd abo\e ni jehilton tu clami 1 

Dependent claims should be patentable at least for the reasons applicable to their respective 
base claims atid ioterv eniftg claims, if any 

New Claims 

New claim 27 recites the limitation of "where in the objects in the plurality of independently 
mux niLi gtapbical ana\.-> tompnst. a ii5:>t object iiom a fast sisc and a second objcci -^Kini a sccimd 
sue the cccond ■^iw bemy diJJerent Srom the fn-^t sue Siippoit tor this limitation ma\ be ioimd iti 
the specification for example, on pag^ 14, lincc 12-1 ^ A-pphcant le^pcctiiiiK submits that claim 2"^ 
fc! csepaiatcH patentable becduse ihc lefeiences do nut disclose or t>u<>Lv^t siilIi hmuation 

\cv\ claim 2!s tecites the hmuat'on t.)f "furthei comptismg means fo\ aiitomaiicalK dioppniu 
fiom the pctsonab/eJ auction monitor the objects that ha\c been seiecicJ foi tnt)nitunnLi and 
biddmg bs the bijdei m ic-^^'onsc to preproiiiamrneU at least om.- e\ent, whereii! the at lea,st one 
escni compuses a tlrst cveni the fnsi e\eni caiusmg a ^-^tk-cted object to bt diopped fiom the 
pejsooaU/ed aticiion momtoi m lesponse to a bid lot the selected object uonv besond <i 
picdeieimmed prKe " Support foj this Imatauonma) be tound m the specilkatinn hn example on 
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page i 5, lines 4-7. Applicant respectfully submits that claim 28 is separately patentable because the 
references do not disclose or suggest such limitation of dropping items/objects trom monitoring. 

New claim 29 recites the limitation of 'Hvherein the plurality of independently moving 
graphical arrays comprises a first array with objects trom a first category, and a second array with 
objects from a second category', the first categoiy being different from the second categorv'," 
Support for this limitation may be found in the specification, for example, on page 14, lines 12-15, 
Applicant respectfully submits that claim 29 is separately patentable because the references do not 
disclose or suggest such limitation. 

Furthermore, in attempting to combine Fisher and Hili, the Office Action relies on the need 
tor side-by -side conrparison. Note, however, tliat such need, even if it were recognized by the 
hypothetical person skilled in the art, does not justify selection and monitoring of items from 
different categories , as recited in claim 29. Therefore, Fisher -md Hill are not properly combinabie 
to obtain a system that allows monitoring at the same time of different auction objects itom diflerent 
categories. 
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For the foregoing reasons, Applkant respectfully sobmits that ali peiidiiig claims are 
patentable. To discttss any niatter penaiiiing to the present application, the Examiner is invited to 
call the undersigned attorney at (858) 720-943 1. 

Having made an effon to bring the applicatioti in coiiditjon for allowance, a timely notice to 
this effect ts earnestly solicited. 

Respeciful !y submitted, 

Oated: May 22. 2007 /Anatoly S. Weiser/ 

Anatoly S. Weiser, Reg. No. 4.?,229 
?525 Dei Mar Heights Road, #29.5 
San Diego, CA 92 1 .K) 
(858) 72b-94.-ii 



